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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) examines the potential impacts of the redesign of the 
LaSalle Gate complex at Langley Air Force Base in order to comply with Department of Defense 
(DoD) Force Protection requirements as identified in Langley Air Force Base’s Anti-Terrorism 
Plan 10-245.  The Proposed Action is subject to review under the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 U.S. Code [USC] 4321-4347). Federal Agency NEPA compliance is 
governed by implementing regulations promulgated by the Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508). CEQ NEPA regulations are 
supplemented by agency-specific regulations, which for the Air Force is The Environmental 
Impact Analysis Process, codified at 32 CFR Part 989.  

 
Purpose and Need for the Action 
On a continual basis, antiterrorism/force protection (AT/FP) defends against asymmetric threats 
in accordance with Department of Defense Instruction 2000.16, DoD Antiterrorism Standards, to 
defeat or mitigate the effects of a terrorist attack. The definition of an asymmetric threat is a 
broad and unpredictable spectrum of military operations conducted by nations, organizations or 
individuals specifically targeting weaknesses and vulnerabilities within an enemy government or 
armed force. Deterrence is the first line of defense against such a terrorist attack. This is best 
accomplished by proper intelligence and adequate perimeter security. Presently, two of the three 
Langley AFB gate complexes fail to meet DoD Force Protection requirements as identified in 
Air Force Instruction (AFI) 10-245, Air Force Antiterrorism Standards. 

 
The purpose of the Proposed Action is to enhance force protection. The redesign and 
construction of the gate, guard house and Visitor Reception Center (VRC) would provide full 
ballistic protection coverage to Security Forces personnel and the gate complex would be 
equipped with new features to secure the base perimeter. The redirection of commercial vehicles 
to the West Gate would allow for the inspection of commercial vehicles at the Commercial 
Vehicle Inspection (CVI) facility and would expedite vehicle flow and eliminate pressure to rush 
commercial vehicle inspections at the LaSalle Gate.  

 
Proposed Action and Alternatives 
Proposed Action: Improvement and Expansion of Guard House, Visitor Reception 
Center, Parking Lot and Force Protection Measures Completed in One Phase 

Under the Proposed Action, the size and function of the VRC would expand to include the Base 
Pass Office to reduce the delays experienced by visitors trying to get a base pass. Additional 
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parking capacity would be needed to support the expanded VRC function. The guard house 
would be moved, enlarged, and equipped with features to improve protection of personnel.  
Serpentine roadways, bollards and other structures to support force protection objectives would 
be constructed.   

 
Under the Proposed Action, the gate complex improvements would require the rerouting of 
traffic to the King Street and West Gates while the existing complex is demolished and the new 
complex is constructed. 
 
Alternative 1: Improvement and Expansion of Guard House, Visitor Reception 
Center, Parking Lot and Force Protection Measures Completed in Four Phases  

Under this alternative the LaSalle Gate improvements would be the same as those in the 
Proposed Action but would be conducted in four phases, during which the gate would continue 
to operate as an entry point. In the first phase, the new VRC parking lot would be constructed 
and would temporarily receive traffic via a temporary guard house constructed near Nealy 
Avenue. In the second phase, the guard house would be demolished and reconstructed and road 
and paving treatments would be built. During the third phase the use of the parking lot and 
temporary guard house would end and the new guard house would begin operation and the new 
VRC would be constructed. The final phase would include demolition of the old VRC, operation 
of the new VRC, and the final grading and placement of landscaping and fencing. 
 
Alternative 2: Improvement and Expansion of Guard House, Visitor Reception 
Center, and Parking Lot with Force Protection Measures—Reverse Layout  

Under this alternative, the gate improvements would occur in a reverse layout relative to the 
Proposed Action and Alternative 1.  Visitors would enter the VRC parking lot, park and walk 
northward to the VRC.   This layout could accommodate a greater number of parking spaces in 
the area and would be more appealing from an architectural design standpoint.  The scope of the 
improvements and expansion would be similar to those described under the Proposed Action.  
However, this alternative creates two problems: this places the largest aspect of the construction 
project against a protected wetland area and places the VRC relatively deep inside the gate, 
beyond the guard house. For these two reasons, Alternative 2 is not carried forward for analysis.  
 
No Action Alternative 

Under the no action alternative, the LaSalle Gate would remain unchanged and no reduced or 
increased impacts to the environment would occur. However, the threat of a high-speed vehicle 
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breaking the installation’s perimeter security by “running the gate” would not be mitigated. The 
current guard house would continue to be below current ballistic design standards and the 
excessive wait times experienced by visitors seeking entry to the base would continue. 
 
Summary of Impacts 
The Proposed Action at the LaSalle Gate would generate short-term impacts on the surrounding 
environment.  The nature and duration of the impacts are such that, with the use of common 
construction practices, there would be no significant impacts because of the implementation of 
the Proposed Action. In the table below Land Use, Water Quality and Coastal Zone, Wetlands 
and Floodplains are all given a “-“rating.  The Proposed Action would encroach upon 
approximately 0.84 acre of base open space; would substantially increase the amount of paved 
area in the vicinity of tidal wetlands; and would strain the wetland buffer area, but avoid direct 
impact on nearby wetlands. 

 
Land use, air quality, biological resources, safety, solid and hazardous waste, water quality, the 
coastal zone, wetlands and floodplains, noise, cultural resources, geology and soils, and 
socioeconomic factors were examined. Impacts are summarized below. 

 
Table ES-1.   Summary of the Potential Impacts of the  

Proposed Action and Alternatives 

Issue Area Proposed Action Alternative 1 No Action 
Land Use - - 0 
Air Quality 0 0 0 
Biological Resources 0 0 0 
Safety + + - 
Solid and Hazardous Waste 0 0 0 
Water Quality - - 0 
Coastal Zone, Wetlands, and Floodplains - - 0 
Noise 0 - 0 
Cultural Resources 0 0 0 
Geology and Soils 0 0 0 
Socioeconomics 0 0 0 

 
- represents an adverse, but not significant impact 
0 represents a neutral effect 
+ represents a positive effect 
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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE ACTION 
 
This Environmental Assessment (EA) examines the potential impacts of improved entry control 
and force protection measures at the LaSalle Gate at Langley Air Force Base, hereafter referred 
to as Langley AFB or the base. The Proposed Action is subject to review under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 U.S. Code [USC] 4321-4347). Federal Agency 
NEPA compliance is governed by implementing regulations promulgated by the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508). CEQ 
NEPA regulations are supplemented by agency-specific regulations, which for the Air Force is 
The Environmental Impact Analysis Process, codified at 32 CFR Part 989.  
 
1.1 Introduction 
Langley AFB is located in Hampton, Virginia.  The main base is occupied jointly with the 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration Langley Research Center (NASA LaRC) on 
2,883 acres.  Currently, the host unit at the base is the 1st Fighter Wing (1 FW). The Back River, 
a tidal estuary that flows east and discharges into the lower reaches of the Chesapeake Bay, 
surrounds the base on three sides.  A peninsula separates the main channel of the river into the 
Northwest and Southwest Branches.  Langley AFB and the NASA LaRC occupy this peninsula, 
as shown in Figure 1-1 on page 1-2.   

 
Much of the peninsula occupied by Langley AFB and NASA LaRC is located within the 100-
year floodplain.  Most of the area within the base is highly developed. Along the shoreline, 
development generally extends near or to the riverbank, although a narrow buffer of grassland is 
present in some locations.  
 
Tide Mill Creek is located immediately south of the LaSalle Gate. Residential areas are present 
along LaSalle, the roadway then crosses over Tide Mill Creek after which there is an area of 
open space and trees followed by the entry point to the base.  There is another area of open space 
just after the entrance to the base.  
 
Langley AFB is one of many federal facilities that fall within the Chesapeake Bay Watershed. 
Because of the large number of federal facilities in the area, the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) Chesapeake Bay Program established a Federal Agencies 
Committee in 1984.  
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Figure 1-1.  Location Map, Langley Air Force Base, Virginia 
 
 
Langley AFB has been an active participant in the Program since 1994, when the first Federal 
Agencies’ Agreement committed federal lands to long-term and specific water quality goals and 
required cooperative efforts to improve the ecosystem management of the Chesapeake Bay.  In 
1998, the federal agencies, including the DoD and the United States Air Force (USAF), renewed 
their commitments to the Chesapeake Bay Program by signing the Federal Agencies’ 
Chesapeake Ecosystem Unified Plan (FACEUP) (Appendix A).   
 
1.2 Background 
The LaSalle Gate is the main entrance to the base and includes the Visitor Reception Center 
(VRC).  Figure 1-2 on page 1-4 provides an aerial view of the LaSalle Gate.  Visitor passes for 
individuals and commercial traffic are issued from this location which includes a truck 
inspection capability.  Approximately 27 percent of all base traffic is processed at this location.  
Access to Langley AFB is marked on Interstate 64 via LaSalle Avenue, a divided road that 
terminates at the base.  The approach to the gate is heavily vegetated with mature trees and 
shrubs.  The gate is located north of the bridge that spans Tide Mill Creek.  Signage is adequate 
and motorists are informed that the road terminates at the base.  They are given an opportunity to 
turn around prior to arriving at the entry control point (ECP). 
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This site is primarily constrained due to wetlands bordering its south, east, and west boundaries.  
There is some flexibility to the north.  Conflicting or adjacent land uses do not exist because all 
of the private property in the area is separated by Tide Mill Creek or the Back River. 
 
A total of three inbound traffic lanes (one designated as a right-turn only lane) and two outbound 
lanes, with a raised median serve the gate.  The inbound right-turn only lane presently functions 
as the truck inspection area; traffic is managed by vertical stacking, with security personnel 
checking vehicles two-deep.  The existing parking lot has 18 spaces plus one handicapped space, 
and is configured for one ingress/egress route.  Jersey barriers have been used to block off the 
base side entrance to the parking area. 
 
The VRC is undersized for the customer load.  There are only two workstations and the building 
is crowded with six visitors. Frequently, there are long lines of potential visitors to the base 
outside the VRC waiting to be processed. There is no room within the current structure to add 
work stations to better manage the customer load. It is not unusual for visitors to experience long 
waits, without adequate shelter or access to restroom facilities.  The existing structure also shows 
evidence of differential settlement on the slab. 
 
1.3 Purpose and Need 
On a continual basis, antiterrorism/force protection (AT/FP) defends against asymmetric threats 
in accordance with Department of Defense (DoD) Instruction 2000.16, DoD Antiterrorism 
Standards, to defeat or mitigate the effects of a terrorist attack. The DoD definition of an 
asymmetric threat is a broad and unpredictable spectrum of military operations conducted by 
nations, organizations or individuals specifically targeting weaknesses and vulnerabilities within 
an enemy government or armed force. Deterrence is the first line of defense against such a 
terrorist attack. This is best accomplished by proper intelligence and adequate perimeter security. 
Presently, two of the three base gate complexes fail to meet DoD Force Protection requirements 
as identified in Air Force Instruction (AFI) 10-245, Air Force Antiterrorism Standards. 
 
The purpose of the Proposed Action is to enhance force protection. The redesign and 
construction of the gate, guard house and VRC would provide full ballistic protection coverage 
to Security Forces personnel and the gate complex would be equipped with new features to 
secure the base perimeter. The redirection of commercial vehicles to the West Gate would allow 
for the inspection of commercial vehicles at the Commercial Vehicle Inspection (CVI) facility 
and would expedite vehicle flow and eliminate pressure to rush commercial vehicle inspections 
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at the LaSalle Gate. Although this redirection of traffic brings additional traffic activity into the 
Land Use Control Area of the runway’s Clear Zone, the CVI is an Air Combat Command (ACC) 
Approved Land Use Control Area Incompatible Land Use siting. 
 

 
Figure 1-2.  Aerial View of Existing LaSalle Gate Complex 

 
1.4 Public and Agency Involvement 
As a part of the planning and analysis process for the project at the LaSalle Gate, the Air Force 
would contact transportation and planning offices within the Hampton and Newport News 
government agencies.  Civic associations for areas that would be directly impacted by the gate 
improvements would also be contacted and door-to-door hand outs would be provided to ensure 
that potentially impacted members of the community were made aware of Langley AFB’s plans. 
 
Commuters, entering the base or using Armistead Avenue (which could experience more 
congestion due to traffic diverted from the LaSalle Gate), would also potentially be impacted by 
the project. Radio announcements to inform commuters of the plans would be provided on a 
variety of local stations to reduce confusion and frustration due to the temporary changes in 
traffic pattern and likely delays.  Recently completed improvements in traffic flow at the West 
Gate would diminish the magnitude of the impact from temporarily closing the LaSalle Gate. 
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To facilitate public involvement in the project, the Air Force published a Notice of Availability 
for the Draft EA to solicit public input.  The Notice initiated a 30-day public comment period 
and briefly described the Proposed Action to improve force protection at the main entrance to 
Langley AFB and to expand the Visitor Reception Center functions. The Notice was published in 
the Local section of a Sunday issue of the Daily Press, a widely-read Hampton, Virginia 
newspaper (April 10, 2005) and the base weekly newspaper, the Flyer (April 8, 2005) The 
Langley AFB Public Affairs Office (1FW/PA) issued a press release about the availability of the 
Draft EA and soliciting public input on April 11, 2005.  The press release was disseminated to  
local media outlets in the area (listed in Appendix B). 
 
Copies of the Draft EA were made available for review at the following locations: 

 
 Bateman Library  42 Ash Avenue, Langley AFB 
 Hampton Library  4207 Victoria Boulevard, Hampton 
 Poquoson Library   500 City Hall Avenue, Poquoson 
 York County Library  100 Long Green Boulevard, Yorktown 
 
 
Within the 30-day comment period the base may chose to conduct a public meeting if there is 
sufficient interest shown by the surrounding community.  No comments were received during the 
30-day comment period. 
 
After the 30-day comment period, consolidated comments from various offices within the 
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (VDEQ) were received. A summary of these 
comments and the Air Force response to these comments are provided in Appendix B to this EA. 
After the close of the comment period, comments were received from the Division of 
Chesapeake Bay Local Assistance (DCBLA), including their suggestions for an alternative 
design. The Air Force has reviewed the alternative suggested by DCBLA and concluded that the 
alternative design is not comparable to the Proposed Action and therefore not carried forward for 
further analysis. The DCBLA comment and the Air Force’s response justifying no further 
analysis of the DCBLA alternative are provided in Section 3.2 of Appendix B. 
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2.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 
 
The Proposed Action, to expand the VRC and associated parking lot concurrently; to move and 
enlarge the guard house; and, to add structures to support force protection principles, was 
selected from the four alternatives discussed in this Section and is based upon the selection 
criteria described in Section 2.1, below. 

 
2.1 Selection Criteria 
Seven criteria were identified on which to base the selection of the Proposed Action for Force 
Protection measures at the LaSalle Gate. The Proposed Action meets six of the criteria.  The 
selection criteria are defined below. 

 
2.1.1 Improve Force Protection Conditions  

The selected action should result in provision of adequate perimeter security.  The LaSalle Gate 
fails to meet DoD Force Protection requirements.  Programs of deterrence are made up of various 
approaches including the implementation of defensive measures as identified in the Air Force 
AT/FP standards contained in Air Force Instruction 10-245. This includes improvements in entry 
control point lighting, pavements, and providing a rejection capability at the gate.  New facilities 
should provide protection for security personnel while allowing for surveillance of the site. 

   
2.1.2 Improve Traffic Management  

The selected action should result in improved flow of vehicles in and out of the gate complex. 
The selected action should increase the control maintained by security personnel over vehicles 
that approach the gate. New facilities should include features to accommodate sufficient security 
personnel and to provide sufficient physical structures to direct and confine the maximum 
volume of traffic for control purposes.   
 
2.1.3 Increase Capacity at the Visitor Reception Center  

The selected action should result in a greater number of visitors being adequately controlled by 
security personnel. Improvements to the existing VRC should result in increased capacity in the 
volume of people that can be comfortably and securely processed into, or denied access to, the 
base.  The new facilities should eliminate or reduce in the frequency and length of lines of 
waiting customers outside of the VRC and eliminate any pressure on security personnel to rush 
the processing of a visitor. 
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2.1.4 Present Minimal Environmental Impact  

The selected action should create the least negative environmental impact possible during and 
after construction activities.  The proximity of tidal wetlands, Tide Mill Creek and the southwest 
branch of the Back River to the LaSalle Gate requires consideration of potential environmental 
impacts to these and other resources. 

 
2.1.5 Preserve Existing Vegetation and Habitat  

The selected action should preserve and be developed within the existing vegetation and habitat 
to the extent possible.  
 
2.1.6 Provide a Welcoming and Attractive Entrance to the Base   

The selected action should result in an aesthetic improvement to the entrance to the base.  The 
LaSalle Gate complex, the base’s main gate, should extend a sense of pride, professionalism and 
readiness to all that seek to enter the base.  The selected action should provide an attractive and 
welcoming design that also ensures protection and allows for security.     

 
2.1.7 Accomplish in a Timely Manner  

The selected action should be one that can be implemented as soon as possible so that AT/FP 
requirements can be met. 

 
2.2 Application of the Selected Criteria to Alternatives 
The criteria and their applicability to the four alternatives for entry point improvements at the 
LaSalle Gate are shown in Table 2-1 below. 

 
Table 2-1.   Selection Criteria for The Proposed Action  
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2.3 Proposed Action: Improvement and Expansion of Guard House, Visitor 

Reception Center, Parking Lot and Force Protection Measures Completed 
in One Phase 

Under the Proposed Action, the gate complex improvements would require the rerouting of 
traffic to the King Street and West Gates while the existing VRC and guard house are 
demolished and new facilities are constructed.  The Proposed Action at the LaSalle Gate 
complex would limit a high speed approach to the gate with the inclusion of a traffic circle and 
varying the grading of the pavement surface.  Active hydraulic pop-up barriers would be placed 
across all lanes of traffic, both ingress and egress lanes, with the controls located at the guard 
house.  Berming and fencing would be used to prevent vehicles from leaving the roadway and 
running the gates and/or avoiding the pop-up barriers.  Berming and fencing would also be used 
around the VRC and in the naturally low areas to prevent vehicles from leaving the visitor 
parking lot except through the designated drive through.   

 
The Proposed Action would expand the VRC parking lot capacity from parking for 19 vehicles 
(18 plus one handicapped) to 49 parking spaces (47 plus two handicapped spaces). The waiting 
area inside the VRC would expand from one that crowds six visitors, to a waiting area that seats 
25. The work stations for two airmen would be increased to six workstations. In addition, 
restrooms, public telephones and the base pass and identification card office would be relocated 
to the proposed 2,900 square foot facility.  

 
Expansion of the VRC would provide a more comfortable area for visitors and would reduce the 
pressure to process visitors in the midst of a crowded waiting area that often results in visitors 
waiting outside of the building.  Commercial traffic and truck inspection would be redirected to 
the West Gate, but limited capabilities for handling commercial vehicles would be retained at the 
LaSalle Gate to allow for contingency situations. 

 
Figure 2-1 provides an aerial view of the construction as described in the Proposed Action in 
relation to the current layout of the LaSalle Gate. New construction is indicated by yellow 
markings; the translucent blue areas indicate delineated wetlands adjacent to the Proposed 
Action. The wetland delineation shown was completed by IT Corporation in 2001 which has 
been approved by John Evans of the USACE. Specifically, in 2004 he stated that the, “base 
delineation does serve as a very good indication of the location and extent of wetlands and other 
waters.”  Figure 2-2 is a copy of the layout plan for the Proposed Action. 
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Figure 2-1.  Construction Plans and Wetland Coverage at LaSalle Gate 
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Figure 2-2.  LaSalle Gate Layout Plan 
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2.4 Alternatives to the Proposed Action 
In accordance with both the CEQ and AF implementing regulations for NEPA, alternatives to the 
Proposed Action must be identified.  Under the AF regulations, alternatives may be eliminated 
from further analysis based on reasonable standards so long as those standards are not so narrow 
as to unnecessarily limit the alternatives (32 CFR 989.8(b)).  Reasonable alternatives have been 
identified based upon their ability to provide needed force protection measures; improve traffic/ 
visitor flow; and have minimal environmental impact.  Discussion of each alternative, and the no 
action alternative, is presented below. 
 
2.4.1 Alternative 1: Improvement and Expansion of Guard House, Visitor 

Reception Center, Parking Lot and Force Protection Measures 
Completed in Four Phases  

Under this alternative the LaSalle Gate improvements would be the same as those in the 
Proposed Action but would be conducted in four phases, during which the gate would continue 
to operate as an entry point to the base. During the first phase the VRC parking lot would be 
constructed, as would a temporary bypass road through the parking lot that would connect to 
Nealy Avenue. A temporary guard house would be placed adjacent to the bypass road to serve as 
the temporary entry point. The second phase would involve demolition of the existing gate and 
guard house and the construction of a new gate and guard house complex like that described in 
the Proposed Action, including the barrier and pavement improvements. Phase three would 
include the opening of the new gate and guard house; removal of the temporary road and 
temporary guard house and regrading for berms and landscaping; and construction of the new 
VRC. During the last phase of the LaSalle Gate improvements the VRC would open; fences 
would be put back up; and site clean up and landscaping would be completed.   

 
2.4.2 Alternative 2: Improvement and Expansion of Guard House, Visitor 

Reception Center, and Parking Lot with Force Protection Measures—
Reverse Layout  

Under this alternative, visitors would enter the VRC parking lot, park and walk northward to the 
VRC building. The scope of the improvements and expansion would be similar to those 
described under the Proposed Action.  From a design and land use perspective, this alternative is 
more appropriate to the size and shape of the land. 
 
This alternative creates two problems: it places the new VRC building, the largest aspect of the 
construction project, on top of a protected wetland buffer area; and, places the VRC relatively 
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deep inside the gate, beyond the guard house. Visitors would be able to get well inside the base 
perimeter before security personnel had assessed their intended destination, point of contact on 
the base and reviewed their identification. For these two reasons, Alternative 2 is not carried 
forward for analysis.  

 
2.4.3 No Action Alternative 

Under the no action alternative, the conditions at the LaSalle Gate complex would remain 
unchanged. The LaSalle Gate would continue to fail to meet mandated DoD AT/FP standards. 

 
2.5 Comparison of Alternatives 
Table 2-2 summarizes the potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Action and the 
alternatives based upon the detailed impact analyses presented in Section 4.0 for the alternatives 
that were carried forward for analysis. 

 
Table 2-2.  Summary of the Potential Impacts of the  

Proposed Action and Alternatives 

Issue Area Proposed Action Alternative 1 No Action 
Land Use - - 0 
Air Quality 0 0 0 
Biological Resources 0 0 0 
Safety  + + - 
Solid and Hazardous Waste 0 0 0 
Water Quality - - 0 
Coastal Zone, Wetlands, and 
Floodplains 

 
- 

 
- 

 
0 

Noise 0 - 0 
Cultural Resources  0 0 0 
Geology and Soils 0 0 0 

 
- represents an adverse, but not significant impact 
0 represents a neutral effect 
+ represents a positive effect 
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3.0 EXISTING ENVIRONMENT 
 

This section describes existing environmental conditions at the base and the resources potentially 
affected by the Proposed Action and the alternatives described in Sections 2.3 and 2.4. Existing 
conditions at the LaSalle Gate are presented for eleven issue areas which are presented below.  

 

3.1 Land Use 
The site of the Proposed Action includes the land around the existing LaSalle Gate, the VRC, 
and a guard house.  The current land use designation is Open Space for this area in the Base 
General Plan (see Figure 3-1 below).  Approximately 27 percent of all base traffic is processed at 
this location.  Access to Langley AFB is marked on Interstate 64 via LaSalle Avenue, a divided 
road that terminates at the base.  The approach to the gate via LaSalle Avenue is heavily 
vegetated with mature trees and shrubs.  The ECP is located north of the bridge that spans Tide 
Mill Creek. 

 
Figure 3-1.  Langley AFB Zoning Plan

La Salle Gate Area 
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The site is partially constrained due to the wetland edge bordering its south, east, and west 
boundaries.  There is, however, some flexibility to the north.  Conflicting or adjacent land uses 
do not exist because all of the private property in the area is separated by Tide Mill Creek or the 
Back River. 

 
A total of three inbound traffic lanes (one designated as a right-turn only lane) and two outbound 
lanes, with a raised median serve the gate.  The inbound right-turn only lane presently functions 
as the truck inspection area; traffic is managed by vertical stacking, with security personnel 
checking vehicles two-deep.  The existing parking lot has 18 spaces plus one handicapped space, 
and is configured for only one ingress/egress route.  Jersey barriers have been used to block off 
the base side entrance to the parking area. 

 
Selected gate improvements would also be conducted within the 100-year floodplain at Langley, 
as most of the base lies within this designation.  Figure 2-1 on page 2-4 shows the Proposed 
Action in yellow and delineated wetlands in blue stripes. 

 

3.2 Air Quality 
The EPA developed National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for criteria pollutants to 
establish primary standards at levels sufficient to protect the public health with an adequate 
margin of safety.  The criteria pollutants that have standards are sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate 
matter less than ten microns (PM10), carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (O3), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), 
and lead (Pb). O3 is controlled by regulating its precursors, volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 
and nitrogen oxides (NOx).  NAAQS are implemented by states through a state implementation 
plan (SIP).  Those areas that persistently violate NAAQS are designated as in nonattainment.  
Table 3-1 on page 3-3 shows the baseline emissions of the first five criteria pollutants emitted by 
Langley AFB and the Hampton Roads Air Quality Control Region. 

 
Langley is located in an area originally designated by EPA as an attainment area for all NAAQS, 
except for ozone.  The area then reached attainment for ozone in July 1997.  However, the area 
was redesignated as a marginal nonattainment area for ozone on April 15, 2004 with an effective 
date of June 15, 2004 (Volume 69 of the Federal Register, Page 23857) because its ozone levels 
were between 0.085 and 0.092 ppm.  

 
The Clean Air Act prohibits a federal agency from engaging in an activity that would:  (1) cause 
or contribute to any new violation of any air quality standard in any area; (2) increase the 
frequency or severity of any existing violation; or (3) delay timely attainment.  Under the Clean 
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Air Act, the conformity rule applies to federal actions occurring in nonattainment or maintenance 
areas and would therefore apply to the Proposed Action, since Langley is in a maintenance area 
for ozone.  

 
The conformity rule defines applicability criteria and includes several exemptions and emissions 
thresholds, which determine whether the federal action requires a conformity determination.  
Non-exempt federal actions with total direct and indirect emissions that remain below the de 
minimis thresholds and are not regionally significant do not require conformity determinations.  
The de minimis thresholds for the base are 100 tons per year (tpy) of NOx and 100 tpy of VOC 
since it is in a maintenance area outside the ozone transport region that extends from northern 
Virginia to Maine.   
 

Table 3-1.  Baseline Emissions for Langley Air Force Base 
Pollutant 

(tons/year) 
Emissions Source CO VOCs NOx SO2 PM10 
Langley AFB1  

   Stationary Sources 15.7 88.9 46.2 1.2 5.2 

   Mobile Sources 778.99 36.78 247.61 5.61 8.63 

Total 794.69 125.68 293.81 6.81 13.83 

Hampton Roads Air Quality Control Region2 257,325 79,750 83,560 110,220 49,860 
 

1 Source:  Robert D. Jones, CES/CEVC 2003. 
2 Source:  Environmental Assessment Demolition of the Langley Tow Tank Facility, April 2001. 

 
3.3 Biological Resources 
No threatened or endangered species are known to exist on Langley AFB, although bald eagles 
feed and forage on the surrounding waters and tidal flats.  All rare, threatened, and endangered 
plant and animal species that potentially occur on base are listed in Appendix D.  Also included 
in Appendix D is correspondence from the Fish and Wildlife Service’s Ecological Services 
Office, the Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries’ Environmental Services Section, 
and the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation’s (VA DCR) Division of Natural 
Heritage stating the known threatened or endangered species that they are aware of in the 
Hampton/Langley AFB area: the Canebrake Rattlesnake, a state endangered species; the 
Northern Diamond-backed Terrapin, federal species of concern; the Great Egret, the Yellow-
crowned Night Heron, the Northern Harrier, the Forester’s Tern, the Least Tern, and the Caspian 



 

FINAL 3-4  

Tern, all classified as of state special concern; and the Saltmarsh Sharp Tailed Sparrow is of state 
special concern during breeding season. 

 
3.3.1 Vegetation 

Various types of estuarine vegetation are present, including false willow (Baccharis sp.), 
saltmeadow cordgrass (Spartina patens), smooth cordgrass (Spartina alterniflora), and common 
weed (Phragmites australis).  In addition, wax myrtle, loblolly pine, honeysuckle, poison ivy, 
and blackberry plants are present at the gate complex and along the approach to the gate.  The 
gate complex itself and the land to the north of the gate consist primarily of paved parking lots 
and roadways. 
 
3.3.2 Wildlife 

Habitat quality for wildlife in the area is low due to the proximity to high levels of human 
activity.  The motion, noise, and pollution of automobile traffic on the roads limit the quality of 
wildlife habitat. Insects and small mammals typically associated with wetland and grassy areas 
may inhabit the area. As stated above, no threatened or endangered species are known to exist on 
Langley AFB, although bald eagles feed and forage on the surrounding waters and tidal flats.   

 
3.4 Safety 
The existing LaSalle Gate complex does not comply with DoD’s AT/FP standards, putting 
security personnel at risk. The guard house does not meet ballistic standards, and there is no 
physical barrier to mitigate the risk of a high-speed approach to the gate.   

 
Currently, trucks entering the base are pulled to the side of the road and inspected as they 
approach the gate. This scenario causes back-ups creating unsafe working conditions for security 
personnel and their canine support inspecting the vehicles. 
 
The flight line is located north of the LaSalle Gate. Bird/Aircraft Strike Hazard (BASH) issues 
are of concern elsewhere on base and steps have been taken to minimize BASH hazards.  The 
base is located along migratory bird routes and contains numerous natural areas that attract 
transitory birds. 

 
3.5 Solid Waste and Hazardous Materials/Waste 
The base is subject to and routinely maintains compliance with solid waste and hazardous 
materials/waste regulations, including rules pertaining to chemical storage in tanks and 
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containers. Hazardous waste management requirements, including waste minimization policies, 
are applied to all actions taken at the base. Solid waste leaving the base is taken to the Bethel 
Sanitary Landfill, and efforts are made to recycle construction debris. 

 
3.6 Water Quality 
The base is bordered by the Northwest and Southwest Branches of the Back River. The Back 
River is a tributary of the Chesapeake Bay.  The water is estuarine and primarily saline in nature. 

 
Storm water runoff from base parking lots and roads may carry some spilled oil, grease, 
hydraulic fluid, and jet fuel into tributaries of the Back River; however, due to pollution 
prevention and waste management measures, the releases are sporadic and minimal in quantity.  
Occasionally, runoff may contain fertilizer residue from landscaping efforts to keep turf healthy 
and green.   

 
3.7 Coastal Zone, Wetlands, and Floodplains 
The federal Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) requires that “federal agency activity within 
or outside the coastal zone that affects land, water use, or natural resources of the coastal zone 
shall be carried out in a manner consistent with approved state management programs” (16 
U.S.C. 1456(c)(1)(A)). Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, requires that each 
federal agency “shall provide leadership and shall take action to reduce the risk of flood loss, to 
minimize the impact of floods on human safety, health and welfare, and to restore and preserve 
the natural and beneficial values served by floodplains.”   

 
Virginia’s requirements applicable to actions in the coastal zone, wetlands and floodplains are 
managed under the Virginia Coastal Program (VCP).  The VCP goals include prevention of 
damage to the Commonwealth’s natural resource base, the protection of public and private 
investment in the coastal zone, and the promotion of resources development and public 
recreation opportunities. Nine enforceable regulatory programs are gathered under the VCP to 
protect and enhance the coastal zone. Details of the VCP are attached as Appendix E.  

 
The Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act, adopted by the General Assembly in 1988, provides for 
the protection and improvement of water quality of the Chesapeake Bay, its tributaries, and other 
state waters by minimizing the effects of human activity upon these waters.  All counties, cities, 
and towns in Tidewater Virginia fall under the jurisdiction of the Act.   
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Langley lies entirely within the Chesapeake Bay watershed and is identified as an Environmental 
Resource Area for the Bay. The Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act requires riparian buffers of 
100 feet from water features that drain into the Bay.  Only under certain restrictive circumstances 
may these buffers be reduced if additional storm water quality improvement measures are 
incorporated into facility/site designs. The southern and eastern edges of the LaSalle Gate 
complex are bordered by wetlands.  Wetlands are also present to the west of the ECP on the far 
side of LaSalle Avenue. 

 
Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, requires that each federal agency “shall provide 
leadership and shall take action to minimize the destruction, loss or degradation of wetlands, and 
to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetlands”.  Federal, state, and local 
wetland construction permits are required for any construction within the wetland and coastal 
zone management areas. 

 
3.8 Noise 
According to the Base General Plan, the LaSalle Gate complex lies between the 65 and 70 
decibel noise contour levels on an “average busy day.”  On military installations, the Day-night 
average Noise Level (DNL) is used to determine impacts.  The DNL metric provides a single 
measure of overall noise exposure and is used to predict human annoyance.  Different functions 
such as residential, commercial, and recreational activities have varying sensitivities to noise 
levels.  For example, residential uses without noise attenuation should not occur in areas with 
noise levels above 65 decibels. Sound levels are expressed in decibels and are “A-weighted” for 
human hearing as recommended by EPA because it is convenient to use, accurate for most 
purposes and is used extensively throughout the world. 
 
3.9 Cultural Resources 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 requires that federal agencies take 
into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties. According to the base 
General Plan, most areas with historical or archaeological significance are located along the 
shore on the eastern side of the base. 

 
Although the area including the LaSalle Gate is assessed as having a low potential for containing 
historical remains in the Base General Plan, some resources were discovered northeast of the 
area that would be impacted by the project. It is likely that previous development, such as 
clearing, grading, roadwork, and building construction, have destroyed any potential for intact 
deposits.  
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3.10 Geology and Soils 
Soils at Langley are mostly unconsolidated fluvial, marine, and estuarine deposits that may date 
as far back as the Cretaceous era, circa 135 million years ago.  During the construction of the 
base, fill was added for leveling.  The fill was compacted in areas where buildings such as the 
existing entrance, VRC, and parking lot were constructed.  

 
3.11 Socioeconomics 
Environmental justice concerns the disproportionate effect of a federal action on low-income or 
minority populations. The existence of disproportionately high and adverse impacts depends on 
the nature and magnitude of the effects identified for each of the individual resources.  If 
implementation of the Proposed Action were to have the potential to significantly affect people, 
those effects would have to be evaluated for how they adversely or disproportionately affect 
low–income or minority communities.   
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 
This section describes the potential environmental consequences of the Proposed Action and 
alternatives. The assessment shows that relatively minor short-term impacts on the surrounding 
environment may occur.  The nature and duration of the impacts are such that, with the use of 
common construction practices, there would be no significant impacts during implementation 
since they would be either short-term impacts or could be mitigated by utilization of best 
management practices (BMPs). 

 
4.1 Land Use 
4.1.1 Proposed Action: Improvement and Expansion of Guard House, Visitor 

Reception Center, Parking Lot and Force Protection Measures 
Completed in One Phase 

The Proposed Action would occur at the same location as the existing gate and VRC, but would 
expand the footprint of the complex to accommodate improvements. It would encroach upon 
approximately 0.84 acre of base open space, straining buffer requirements, but avoiding direct 
impact on nearby wetlands. The future land use designation of the property as dictated in the 
Base General Plan is Open Space. This is compatible with the Base General Plan since the 
existing land use, a gate complex, would not change and the current designation is also Open 
Space. The new approach to the gate would provide three lanes for vehicles entering the base, 
increasing the capacity to accept visitors by 50%.  The new parking lot would provide 30 more 
parking spaces than are currently located there (increasing to 49 total spaces), in addition to the 
expansion of the VRC.   

 
4.1.2 Alternative 1: Improvement and Expansion of Guard House, Visitor 

Reception Center, Parking Lot and Force Protection Measures 
Completed in Four Phases 

Alternative 1 would occur at the same location as the existing gate and VRC but would expand 
the footprint of the complex to accommodate improvements.  Alternative 1, like the Proposed 
Action, would reduce open space at the base.  It would encroach upon approximately 0.84 acre 
of base open space, straining buffer requirements, but avoiding direct impact on nearby wetlands. 
This is compatible with the future land use designation of the property as dictated in the Base 
General Plan since the existing land use would not change. The new parking lot would provide 
approximately 30 more parking spaces than are currently located there, in addition to the 
expansion of the VRC.   
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Because the scope of Alternative 1 is the same as the Proposed Action the impact on land use 
would be the same. 

 
4.1.3 No Action Alternative  

Under the no action alternative, the conditions at the LaSalle Gate complex would remain 
unchanged. This alternative would have no effects on land use.   

 
4.2 Air Quality 
According to 40 CFR Part 93, the de minimis levels for general conformity are 100 tons per year 
each for NOx and VOCs.  Construction activities, including operation of diesel-powered 
equipment and architectural painting, stationary sources, and mobile sources were considered in 
this determination.  Increased vehicle traffic beyond that necessary for the actions themselves 
was not considered because the Proposed Action and Alternatives would not facilitate or 
promote an increased number of personnel entering the base.  The assumptions and calculations 
used to arrive at these emissions are provided in Appendix C. 

 
4.2.1 Proposed Action: Improvement and Expansion of Guard House, Visitor 

Reception Center, Parking Lot and Force Protection Measures 

Under the Proposed Action, fugitive dust and vehicle emissions would temporarily increase 
because of increased construction vehicle traffic, site clearing, and demolition activities. 
Emissions from the work associated with the Proposed Action are shown in Table 4-1. Emissions 
calculations are based on construction activities occurring over a 6-month construction period. 

 
Table 4-1.  Emissions from the Proposed Action 

Pollutant Tons per Year 
Percent Regional 

Contributions 
CO 1.71 <0.01 

VOCs 0.19378 <0.01 

NOx 0.63 <0.01 

SOx 0.07 <0.01 

PM10 1.64 <0.01 

 
Fugitive dust would be minimized through the application of water to disturbed areas and haul 
roads as a dust suppressant, and low speed limits would be enforced on clearing equipment and 
haul trucks to reduce the amount of dust created during use.   
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The base environmental compliance office would enforce policies regarding truck trips, idling, 
and size and type of earth moving equipment that would minimize construction vehicle 
emissions.   

 
Emissions generated from the operation of diesel-fueled construction equipment during 
construction are expected to be below the de minimis levels of the Clean Air Act's General 
Conformity Regulations. Under 40 CFR Part 93, the de minimis levels are 100 tons per year each 
for NOx and VOCs. Based on emission factors provided in EPA’s Compilation of Air Pollutant 
Emission Factors annual emissions of NOx and VOCs during the construction period would be 
approximately 0.63 tons and 0.19378 tons respectively.  The assumptions and calculations used 
to arrive at these emissions are provided in Appendix C. These emissions would not be expected 
to significantly impact local or regional air quality, or result in violations of NAAQS. 

 
Emissions from the Proposed Action would be less than the de minimis levels included in the 
general conformity rule. Therefore, the Proposed Action would be exempt from the general 
conformity requirements for NOx and VOCs.  

 
4.2.2 Alternative 1: Improvement and Expansion of Guard House, Visitor 

Reception Center, Parking Lot and Force Protection Measures 
Completed in Four Phases 

Under Alternative 1, as under the Proposed Action, fugitive dust would temporarily increase 
during demolition, site clearing, and construction activities. Emissions from the work associated 
with Alternative 1 are shown in Table 4-2. A minor increase in emissions would be expected due 
to the construction and subsequent demolition of temporary structures to support the phased 
execution of the gate improvements. 

 
Table 4-2.  Emissions from Alternative 1 

Pollutant Tons Percent Regional Contributions 

CO 1.71 <0.01 

VOCs 0.19378 <0.01 

NOx 0.63 <0.01 

SO2 0.07 <0.01 

PM10 1.64 <0.01 
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Fugitive dust would be minimized through the application of water to disturbed areas and haul 
roads as a dust suppressant, and low speed limits would be enforced on clearing equipment and 
haul trucks to reduce the amount of dust created during use.   

 
The base would enforce policies regarding truck trips, idling, and size and type of earth moving 
equipment that would minimize construction vehicle emissions. 

 
Emissions generated from the operation of diesel-fueled construction equipment during 
construction are expected to be below the de minimis levels of the Clean Air Act's General 
Conformity Regulations.  Under 40 CFR Part 93, the de minimis levels are 100 tons per year 
each for NOx and VOCs.  Based on emission factors provided in EPA’s Compilation of Air 
Pollutant Emission Factors, annual emissions of NOx and VOCs during the construction period 
would be approximately 0.63 tons and 0.19378 tons respectively.  The assumptions and 
calculations used to arrive at these emissions are provided in Appendix C.  These emissions 
would not be expected to significantly impact local or regional air quality, or result in violations 
of NAAQS. 

 
Emissions from Alternative 1 would be less than the de minimis levels included in the general 
conformity rule. Therefore, this alternative would be exempt from the general conformity 
requirements for NOx and VOCs. 

 
4.2.3 No Action Alternative 

This alternative would not affect the air quality at the project area since no activity associated 
with gate improvement would occur.  

 
4.3 Biological Resources 
Construction activity would minimally impact vegetation and wildlife. Vegetation and wildlife 
are not prevalent in the immediate area of the Proposed Action and Alternatives. Existing 
roadway, guard house, VRC, and associated parking activities limit the presence of wildlife.  
With the exception of several mature trees vegetation is also not abundant. The buffer area to 
nearby wetlands would be diminished by expanding the footprint of the gate complex.  
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4.3.1 Proposed Action: Improvement and Expansion of Guard House, Visitor 
Reception Center, Parking Lot and Force Protection Measures 

Several mature trees, including wax myrtle and loblolly pines, located at the LaSalle Gate 
complex would be razed in the process of expanding and improving force protection at the 
complex. Substantial planting of native species would be included as a part of the Proposed 
Action to both compensate for trees lost to the construction activities, to enhance storm water 
management capabilities in the vicinity of wetlands, and to contribute to the inviting appearance 
sought for the entrance to the base’s main gate.  

 
The Proposed Action would have a minimal effect on wildlife.  The gate complex and the 
surrounding area are extensively developed and experience high levels of human activity.  Thus 
an increase in the footprint of the gate complex would have little additional impact on wildlife. 
During the planning and construction stages of the project, awareness of the potential presence of 
rare, threatened or endangered species, or species of concern, (noted in Section 3.3.1 and in 
Appendix D) would be emphasized. Contact with appropriate state personnel regarding methods 
for identifying and protecting these species, particularly the Canebrake Rattlesnake, would be 
carried out during the planning stages of the Proposed Action. 

 
4.3.2 Alternative 1: Improvement and Expansion of Guard House, Visitor 

Reception Center, Parking Lot and Force Protection Measures 
Completed in Four Phases 

Several mature trees, including wax myrtle and loblolly pines, located at the LaSalle Gate 
complex would be razed in the process of expanding and improving the complex. However, like 
with the Proposed Action, substantial planting of native species would be included as a part of 
Alternative 1 to both compensate for trees lost to the construction activities, to enhance storm 
water management capabilities in the vicinity of wetlands, and to contribute to the inviting 
appearance sought for the entrance to the base’s main gate.  

 
As with the Proposed Action, Alternative 1 would have a minimal effect on wildlife.  The gate 
complex and the surrounding area are extensively developed and experience high levels of 
human activity.  Thus an increase in the footprint of the gate complex would have little 
additional impact. The extended duration of the effort under this Alternative would result in a 
greater period of potential impact to wildlife although this impact would not be significant. 
During the planning and construction stages of the project, awareness of the potential presence of 
rare, threatened or endangered species, or species of concern, (noted in Section 3.3.1 and in 
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Appendix D) would be emphasized. Contact with appropriate state personnel regarding methods 
for identifying and protecting these species, particularly the Canebrake Rattlesnake, would be 
carried out during the planning stages of Alternative 1. 

 
4.3.3 No Action Alternative 

This alternative would not negatively impact vegetation or wildlife, nor would it benefit them 
since no construction activity would occur.   

 
4.4 Safety 
4.4.1 Proposed Action: Improvement and Expansion of Guard House, Visitor 

Reception Center, Parking Lot and Force Protection Measures 

The main purpose of the Proposed Action is to increase force protection measures at the LaSalle 
Gate. Thus the safety of the base in general and of security personnel would increase as a result 
of the Proposed Action. The razing and reconstruction of the guard house would provide full 
ballistic protection for gate personnel. Other design elements would limit the possibility of a 
high-speed breech of the base perimeter. 

 
The redesign of the LaSalle Gate complex would allow for the elimination of commercial vehicle 
inspections at the road side.  This would allow security personnel and their canine support 
charged with inspecting these vehicles to perform their duties under safer conditions. 

 
Under the Proposed Action, the construction would not attract additional local and migratory 
bird populations and would not result in an increased BASH hazard.  

 
Worker safety during construction would be enhanced by the closure of the gate function. Other 
entry control points would absorb the LaSalle Gate traffic during implementation of the 
Proposed Action. Exposure to hazards associated with the operation of heavy equipment and 
typically associated with road and building construction would exist for workers during the 
construction period. 

 
4.4.2 Alternative 1: Improvement and Expansion of Guard House, Visitor 

Reception Center, Parking Lot and Force Protection Measures 
Completed in Four Phases 

The main purpose of Alternative 1, as with the Proposed Action, would be to increase AT/FP 
measures at the gate.  Thus increased safety for the base in general, and of security personnel in 
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particular, would occur as a result of Alternative 1.  The razing and reconstruction of the guard 
house would provide full ballistic protection coverage for gate personnel.  Other redesign 
elements would limit the possibility of a high-speed approach to the base, rendering it safer. 
Under Alternative 1, however, the duration of the project would be extended and as a result, the 
time required to implement increased perimeter security measures would be extended. In 
addition, during the phases of the construction activities, temporary structures and procedures 
could, theoretically, reduce the security level even further than the level experienced prior to the 
gate improvement project. 
 
Under Alternative 1, the redesign of the LaSalle Gate complex also would allow for the 
elimination of commercial vehicle inspections at the road side.  This would allow security 
personnel and their canine support charged with inspecting these vehicles to perform their duties 
under safer conditions. 

 
Under Alternative 1, construction would not attract additional local and migratory bird 
populations and would not result in an increased BASH hazard.  

 
Worker safety during construction would be diminished by the continued use of the gate 
function. Vehicles seeking entry to the base would be using new and changing routes to gain 
access to the base. This could expose construction workers and others in the vicinity to added 
danger of accidents on the site. Exposure to hazards associated with the operation of heavy 
equipment and typically associated with road and building construction would exist for workers 
during the construction period. 

 
4.4.3 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the LaSalle Gate would continue to fail to meet AT/FP 
guidelines.  The threat of a high-speed vehicle breaking the installation’s perimeter security by 
“running the gate” would not be mitigated. The current guard house would continue to be below 
current ballistic design standards and processing of visitors would continue to be conducted in 
inadequate, overcrowded conditions. 

 
4.5 Solid Waste and Hazardous Materials/Waste 
The LaSalle Gate is not located near any historic contamination sites on base.  However, waste 
would be created during the demolition and reconstruction of the VRC and guard house at the 
gate.  Construction debris would be recycled to the maximum extent practicable, and all 
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contractors would be responsible for any hazardous materials they may bring to and use at the 
construction site. Recycled materials would be used in construction where feasible, in 
compliance with Executive Order 13101.   

 
4.5.1 Proposed Action: Improvement and Expansion of Guard House, Visitor 

Reception Center, Parking Lot and Force Protection Measures 

During the demolition period associated with the gate improvements, approximately 7 truckloads 
(or 63 tons total) of building debris would be removed from the area.  Efforts would be made to 
recycle as much of the debris as possible; otherwise, the debris (shingles, lumber, reinforcing 
bar, concrete, asphalt, soil, etc.) would be taken off site to the Bethel Sanitary Landfill for 
disposal. Raw materials for construction containing recycled material would be used whenever 
possible. 

 
Use of construction equipment such as dump trucks, backhoes, bulldozers, pavers, etc., may 
require temporary storage of oils and fluids used to service them.  Storage of these materials 
would be subject to the same storage requirements utilized elsewhere on base in conformance 
with state and Federal regulations.  These requirements include marking the containers with the 
name of the contents of a tank or drum, placing the unit in a containment area, and routinely 
checking these units to verify that they are in good condition and have no leaks or signs of 
repeated dripping or spilling.  Contractors would be held responsible for managing all hazardous 
wastes that they generate while on the base in accordance with the base Hazardous Waste 
Management Plan. Once the project was completed, all chemicals would be removed from the 
base. 

 
Any storage of fertilizers, pesticides, or herbicides associated with the landscaping activities 
would be managed in the same way as described immediately above. 

 
4.5.2 Alternative 1: Improvement and Expansion of Guard House, Visitor 

Reception Center, Parking Lot and Force Protection Measures 
Completed in Four Phases 

Like the consequences described under the Proposed Action, the solid waste generated as a result 
of implementing Alternative 1 would consist of approximately 7 truckloads (or 63 tons total) of 
debris.  Efforts would be made to recycle as much of the debris as possible; otherwise, the debris 
(shingles, lumber, reinforcing bar, concrete, asphalt, soil, etc.) would be taken off site to the 
Bethel Sanitary Landfill for disposal.  Temporary structures, used to facilitate the phased 
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completion of the improvement and expansion project, would add to the overall volume of debris 
generated by the project.  
 
Use of construction equipment such as dump trucks, backhoes, bulldozers, pavers, etc., may 
require temporary storage of oils and fluids used to service them.  Storage of these materials 
would be subject to the same storage requirements utilized elsewhere on base in conformance 
with state and Federal regulations.  These requirements include marking the containers with the 
name of the contents of a tank or drum, placing the unit in a containment area, and routinely 
checking these units to verify that they are in good condition and have no leaks or signs of 
repeated dripping or spilling.  Contractors would be held responsible for managing all hazardous 
wastes that they generate while on the base in accordance with the base Hazardous Waste 
Management Plan. Once the project was completed, all chemicals would be removed from the 
base. 

 
Any storage of fertilizers, pesticides, or herbicides associated with the landscaping activities 
would be managed in the same way as described immediately above. 

 
4.5.3 No Action Alternative 

This alternative would create no solid or hazardous waste in the project area.   
 

4.6 Water Quality 
4.6.1 Proposed Action: Improvement and Expansion of Guard House, Visitor 

Reception Center, Parking Lot and Force Protection Measures 

Under the Proposed Action, the increase in paved surfaces could contribute to an increase in the 
volume and speed of storm water run-off.  To combat potential negative impacts on nearby 
wetlands, drainage for the complex would be collected at various locations and slowly 
discharged to the low area to the east of the site.  Machinery and construction vehicles would 
always be operated outside of the nearby wetlands.  Soil disturbance as a result of earth-moving 
could contribute to turbid run-off, and accidental spills at the site could add hazardous and other 
waste to the run-off.  Extensive erosion/sediment control measures that are designed in 
accordance with the current edition of the Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control Handbook 
would be installed at designated locations to prevent erosion and sediment from leaving the site.  
Should any wetland be disturbed temporarily, it would be restored to pre-construction conditions.  
In the long-term, the increase in the amount of paved areas at the site would facilitate the more 
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rapid transfer of storm water run-off into Tides Mill Creek triggering the need for storm water 
management measures to slow and disperse the waters as they travel toward the Creek. 

 
4.6.2 Alternative 1: Improvement and Expansion of Guard House, Visitor 

Reception Center, Parking Lot and Force Protection Measures 
Completed in Four Phases 

Under Alternative 1, the increase in paved surfaces could contribute to an increase in the volume 
and speed of storm water run-off.  To combat potential negative impacts on nearby wetlands, 
drainage for the complex would be collected at various locations and slowly discharged to the 
low area to the east of the site.  Machinery and construction vehicles would always be operated 
outside of the nearby wetlands.  Soil disturbance as a result of earth-moving could contribute to 
turbid run-off, and accidental spills at the site could add hazardous and other waste to the run-off.  
This condition would exist for a longer period of time under a phased approach to the gate 
improvements. Extensive erosion/sediment control measures that are designed in accordance 
with the current edition of the Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control Handbook would be 
installed at designated locations to prevent erosion and sediment from leaving the site.  Should 
any wetland be disturbed temporarily, it would be restored to pre-construction conditions.  In the 
long-term, the increase in the amount of paved areas at the site would facilitate the more rapid 
transfer of storm water run-off into Tides Mill Creek triggering the need for storm water 
management measures to slow and disperse the waters as they travel toward the Creek. 

 
4.6.3 No Action Alternative 

This alternative would create no impacts on water quality.   
 
4.7 Coastal Zone, Wetlands and Floodplains 
The Virginia Coastal Management Plan (Virginia Coastal Plan, VCP) calls for the protection of 
natural resources, including the preservation of wetland acreage and function via a no net loss 
strategy, the management of coastal development and the coordination and simplification of 
procedures in order to ensure expedited governmental decision-making for the management of 
coastal resources.  All federal actions and programs that directly affect Virginia’s coastal zone 
must be carried out in a manner that is consistent with Virginia’s Coastal Resources Management 
Program.   

 
The Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act provides for the definition and protection of certain lands 
called Chesapeake Bay Preservation Areas.  All counties, cities, and towns in Tidewater Virginia 
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fall under the jurisdiction of the Act.  The area around LaSalle Gate qualifies as a Resource 
Protection Area as defined by the Act.  Resource Preservation Areas include tidal wetlands, tidal 
shores, and a 100-foot wide buffer area located adjacent to and landward of the wetlands and 
shores. 
 
4.7.1 Proposed Action: Improvement and Expansion of Guard House, Visitor 

Reception Center, Parking Lot and Force Protection Measures 

Site constraints severely limit the area on which AT/FP improvements may be made.  The 
Proposed Action would not directly encroach upon any wetlands; however, it would expand into 
the 100-foot wetland buffer, and the site lies within the 100-year floodplain. Work associated 
with the Proposed Action would, as a matter of comity, be conducted as much as possible as so 
to be consistent with the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act.  As stated previously in the Water 
Quality Subsection (4.6), to combat potential negative impacts on nearby wetlands, drainage for 
the complex would be collected at various locations and slowly discharged to the low area to the 
east of the site.  Soil disturbance as a result of earth-moving could contribute to turbid run-off, 
and accidental spills at the site could add hazardous and other waste to the run-off.  All work 
associated with the Proposed Action would be conducted in accordance with Virginia’s Water 
Protection Permit Program.  Once this EA is reviewed by the appropriate individuals within the 
Commonwealth of Virginia, the signed Coastal Compliance Determination would be attached in 
Appendix E.  

 
4.7.2 Alternative 1: Improvement and Expansion of Guard House, Visitor 

Reception Center, Parking Lot and Force Protection Measures 
Completed in Four Phases 

Alternative 1 would be subject to the same constraints and conditions described above for the 
Proposed Action. Because both the Proposed Action and Alternative 1 would create the same 
footprint, the potential impact to wetlands, the coastal zone and floodplains would be equivalent.  

 
4.7.3 No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would create no new impacts on the coastal zone, wetlands, and 
floodplain environment of Langley.   
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4.8 Noise 
4.8.1 Proposed Action: Improvement and Expansion of Guard House, Visitor 

Reception Center, Parking Lot and Force Protection Measures 

While noise produced during construction would be noticeable, it would be similar to that 
produced by other construction occurring on base and would be temporary in nature.  Because 
the DNL is dominated by long-term aircraft operations, noise sources from temporary 
construction activity occurring intermittently would not change the overall DNL; therefore, no 
significant adverse impacts are anticipated. 
 
4.8.2 Alternative 1: Improvement and Expansion of Guard House, Visitor 

Reception Center, Parking Lot and Force Protection Measures 
Completed in Four Phases 

Under Alternative 1 construction activity and the associated noise would be intermittent and 
temporary.  While noise produced during construction would be noticeable, it would not add to 
the DNL in the area, which is generated predominately by aircraft operations.  Under a phased 
approach the potential for noticeable construction noise would span a much longer timeframe.  

 
4.8.3 No Action Alternative 

This alternative would create no noise impacts on the project area since no improvement activity 
would occur. 

 
4.9 Cultural Resources 
4.9.1 Proposed Action: Improvement and Expansion of Guard House, Visitor 

Reception Center, Parking Lot and Force Protection Measures 

If unanticipated resources were found, work would immediately stop, the Cultural Resources 
Manager would be contacted, and the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) would be 
notified in accordance with Air Force Instruction 32-7065 and the CRMP.   

 
4.9.2 Alternative 1: Improvement and Expansion of Guard House, Visitor 

Reception Center, Parking Lot and Force Protection Measures 
Completed in Four Phases 

As indicated above, If unanticipated resources were found, work would immediately stop, the 
Cultural Resources Manager would be contacted, and the State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) would be notified in accordance with Air Force Instruction 32-7065 and the CRMP.   
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4.9.3 No Action Alternative 

This alternative would not disturb any cultural resource that may be in the project area. 
 
4.10 Geology and Soils 
4.10.1 Proposed Action: Improvement and Expansion of Guard House, Visitor 

Reception Center, Parking Lot and Force Protection Measures 

The existing gate complex is located on fill material.  The Proposed Action would thus not affect 
native soils.   During construction, contractors would follow the Erosion and Sedimentation Plan 
they are required to develop to reduce soil loss. The completed construction would leave all soil 
under vegetation or paved areas, leaving no bare soil vulnerable to erosion. 

 
4.10.2 Alternative 1: Improvement and Expansion of Guard House, Visitor 

Reception Center, Parking Lot and Force Protection Measures 
Completed in Four Phases 

The existing gate complex is located on fill material.  Alternative 1 would thus not affect native 
soils.  During construction, contractors would follow the Erosion and Sedimentation Plan they 
are required to develop to reduce soil loss. The completed construction would leave all soil under 
vegetation or paved areas, leaving no bare soil vulnerable to erosion. 

 
4.10.3 No Action Alternative 

This action would not disturb the soils at the gate complex, nor would it benefit soils.  
 

4.11 Socioeconomics 
4.11.1 Proposed Action: Improvement and Expansion of Guard House, Visitor 

Reception Center, Parking Lot and Force Protection Measures 

No long-term adverse socioeconomic effects would occur as a result of the Proposed Action. 
Neither minority nor low-income groups would be affected disproportionately.   

 



 

FINAL 4-14  

4.11.2 Alternative 1: Improvement and Expansion of Guard House, Visitor 
Reception Center, Parking Lot and Force Protection Measures 
Completed in Four Phases 

The socioeconomics impacts would not be any different under Alternative 1 as those under the 
Proposed Action. 

 
4.11.3 No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would result in neither adverse nor beneficial socioeconomic effects. 
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5.0 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 
 
This section provides a definition of cumulative effects, a description of past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable actions relevant to cumulative effects, and an evaluation of cumulative 
effects potentially resulting from these interactions. 

 
5.1 Definition of Cumulative Effects 
Cumulative impacts on environmental resources result from incremental impacts of Proposed 
Actions, when combined with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in 
the area.  Cumulative impacts can result from minor, but collectively substantial, actions 
undertaken over a period of time by various agencies (Federal, state, and local) or individuals.   

 
In accordance with NEPA, a discussion of cumulative impacts resulting from projects which are 
proposed, under construction, recently completed, or anticipated to be implemented in the near 
future is required. The scope of the cumulative effect analysis involves both the geographic 
extents of the effects and the time frame in which the effects could be expected to occur.  For this 
EA, the Region of Influence (ROI) includes the base and the portion of Tide Mill Creek in the 
vicinity of the Proposed Action.  Actions that do not occur within or adjacent to the ROI are not 
considered in the cumulative effects analysis.   

 
5.2 Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions 
Langley is an active military installation that undergoes changes in mission and in training 
requirements in response to defense policies, current threats, and tactical and technical advances.  
The base, like any other major institution (e.g., university, industrial complex), requires new 
construction, facility improvements, infrastructure upgrades, maintenance and repairs.  In 
addition, tenant organizations (such as the Air National Guard) occupy portions of the base, 
conduct aircraft operations, and maintain facilities.  All of these factors (e.g., mission changes, 
facility improvements, and tenant use) have and will continue to apply before, during, and after 
the Proposed Action.   

 
A number of construction activities completed in the recent past, currently underway and 
planned for the near future should be considered under this analysis of cumulative effects. 
Within the last 18 months Langley has completed five construction projects: Air Combat 
Command Operations Support Center, Housing Management Office, F/A-22 Flight Simulator, 
F/A-22 Squadron Operations and Aircraft Maintenance Unit Hangars, and F/A-22 Low 
Observable/ Composite Repair Facility. Additional construction that is planned for 2005 
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includes: Force Protection Measures at the West Gate, AAFES Mini Mall, Munitions Storage 
Area (repair and construction, multiple buildings), Demolition of Two-Million Gallon Tank and 
Replacement with Two One-Million Gallon Tanks, Golf Course Improvements, Repair Firing 
Range, and Demolish Building 633 and Construct a Parking Lot.  Upcoming construction 
projects that may start in 2006 include: a vehicle maintenance facility, a maintenance hangar, a 
security forces facility, and a Joint Mobility Processing Center. 

 
At the same time, Langley’s Natural Resources Management Program has an ongoing effort to 
proactively provide stewardship of lands under Air Force control. Within the ROI for the 
Proposed Actions, various organizations outside of the Air Force are also working to proactively 
restore and protect the Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries. Langley is partnering with the EPA 
and other agencies within the Chesapeake Bay Program to plant riparian forest buffers along the 
Bases’ shoreline. 

 
5.3 Analysis of Cumulative Effects of the Proposed Actions 
5.3.1 Land Use 

While the improvements to the LaSalle Gate complex would have a relatively minor negative 
impact particularly in comparison to the benefits that would be realized by the Proposed Action, 
the greater concern would be that of the combined loss of open space due to the numerous 
construction projects currently underway at the base.  

 
5.3.2 Water Quality 

Increases in paved areas throughout the base would negatively impact water quality in the 
Back River and its tributaries which in turn impact the Chesapeake Bay.  Storm water that is 
unable to soak into pervious surfaces, rushes across paved areas, picking up pollutants and 
then overloads nearby water bodies depositing those pollutants. 

 
5.3.3 Coastal Zone, Wetlands, and Floodplains 

As more and more of the open spaces throughout the base are developed, this puts greater 
stresses on the health of nearby habitats, including wetlands and the tributaries of the 
Chesapeake Bay. Compliance with the Clean Water Act, the Chesapeake Bay Protection Act, as 
well as good faith participation in the FACEUP requires that adequate buffers be maintained to 
protect existing wetlands.  Other steps, such as the planting of native species and the responsible 
stewardship of the dwindling natural resources on the base would be useful, proactive actions to 
be taken in light of the pace of construction occurring at Langley AFB. 
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6.0 IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF 
RESOURCES 

 
Irreversible and irretrievable resource commitments are related to the use of non-renewable 
resources and the effects that the uses of these resources have on future generations.  Irreversible 
effects primarily result from the use or destruction of a specific resource (e.g., energy or 
minerals) that cannot be replaced within a reasonable time and could have been used for other 
purposes.  Irretrievable resource commitments involve the loss in value of an affected resource 
that cannot be restored as a result of the action (e.g., the extinction of an endangered or 
threatened species). 
 
For the Proposed Action, resource commitments are neither irreversible nor irretrievable.  The 
relatively minor environmental consequences would be temporary or can be mitigated through 
the use of best management practices.  



 

FINAL 7-1  

7.0 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT TERM USE OF THE 
ENVIRONMENT AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

 
This section summarizes the relationship between the use of the environment for AT/FP 
improvements and different actions that could be taken to maintain and enhance the long-term 
productivity of the same land and its resources. 

 
Because the construction activity would occur at an existing ECP the location of such 
improvements is not subject to change.  Bringing each of Langley AFB’s three gates into 
compliance with DoD and AF force protection standards is of the highest priority. While it is 
regrettable that the LaSalle Gate is proximate to wetlands, steps can be taken to minimize the 
impact of ECP improvements. Other impacts would be temporary and are not significant. There 
are no practical alternative uses for this land other than continuing to act as a buffer between 
existing human activity and wetlands.  

 
The long-term human productivity associated with the AT/FP improvements would be securing 
the perimeter of Langley AFB. 
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8.0 LIST OF PREPARERS 
 
Authors of the Force Protection Measures at the LaSalle Gate, EA include: 

 
Steve Stinger, Senior Staff Scientist, URS; 
Laurie Huber, Senior Regulatory Specialist, URS; and 
Elizabeth Skane, Environmental Scientist, URS. 
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9.0 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 
 
Organizations with which consultation and coordination will be conducted in association with 
the Proposed Action.   

 
4 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Norfolk District; 

4 Commonwealth of Virginia, Department of Environmental Quality;  

4 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; 

4 Commonwealth of Virginia, Department of Game and Inland Fisheries; 

4 Commonwealth of Virginia, Department of Conservation and Recreation; and 

4 City of Hampton Planning Office.  
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1.0 Introduction 
 
In conformance with the regulations implementing the Air Force’s Environmental Impact 
Analysis Process (EIAP) found in the Code of Federal Regulations in Title 32, Part 989 
(32 CFR 989.14 and 32 CFR 989.23) Langley AFB engaged in discussions with local 
officials, and provided copies of the Draft LaSalle Gate EA to numerous state and 
regional officials for review. Copies of the Draft EA were placed prominently in the 
reference areas of four local libraries and the availability of the Draft EA was announced 
in the local media.  
 
2.0 Public Involvement 
 
To facilitate public involvement in the project, the Air Force published a Notice of 
Availability for the Draft EA to solicit public input.  The Notice initiated a 30-day public 
comment period and briefly described the Proposed Action to improve force protection at 
the main entrance to Langley AFB and to expand the Visitor Reception Center functions. 
The Notice, shown in figures B-1 and B-2, was published in the Local section of a 
Sunday issue of the Daily Press, a widely-read Hampton, Virginia newspaper and the 
base weekly newspaper, the Flyer.  In addition, a press release was issued by the base 
Public Affairs Office (1FW/PA) and is shown as figure B-3. The press release was 
disseminated to: 
 

Local Radio and Television Stations  Local Print Media 
WKOC 93.7     Daily Press 
WCMS 100.5     Denbeigh Gazette 
Channel 10 WAVY    E-News City By the Bay 
Channel 13 WVEC    Poquoson Post 
Channel 3 WTKR    Richmond Times-Dispatch 
Cox Communications    Soundings 
WGNT 27     Virginia Gazette 
WHRO     Virginian Pilot 
WJLZ      Yorktown Crier 
WNOR 98.7 
WPXV-TV     Air Force and National Media 
WRIC-TV     Air Combat Command Public 

 WRIC-TV     Affairs 
WTVR-TV     Inside the Air Force 
      Air Force Magazine 

       Air Force Times 
       Associated Press 
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Copies of the Draft EA were made available for review at the following locations:  
 
 Bateman Library  42 Ash Avenue, Langley AFB 
 Hampton Library  4207 Victoria Boulevard, Hampton 
 Poquoson Library   500 City Hall Avenue, Poquoson 
 York County Library  100 Long Green Boulevard, Yorktown 
 
 
Within the 30-day comment period the base may chose to conduct a public meeting if 
there is sufficient interest shown by the surrounding community.  No comments were 
received during the 30-day comment period. 
 
After the 30-day comment period, consolidated comments from various offices within the 
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (VDEQ) were received. A summary of 
these comments and the Air Force response to these comments are provided in this 
Appendix.
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Figure B-1.  Notice of Availability of LaSalle Gate EA, Daily Press 
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Figure B-2.  Notice of Availability of LaSalle Gate EA, the Flyer 
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United States Air Force 
1st Fighter Wing Public Affairs, 9th Air Force (Air Combat Command) 

159 Sweeney Blvd., Suite 100, Langley AFB, VA, 23665-2292 
(757) 764-2018 
Release No.: 1 

11.0 APR. 11, 2005 
 

 
Environmental assessment meeting 

 
LANGLEY AFB, VA- Langley AFB invites Public Comments on the Draft 
Environmental Assessment (EA) for Force Protection Measures at the LaSalle Gate, 
Langley AFB, Virginia. The Proposed Action is to install Force Protections Measures at 
the Gate, improve and expand the Guard House, and construct a Visitor Reception 
Center.   
 
The Draft EA analyzes the potential environmental consequences resulting from the 
proposal to construct and operate new force protection and antiterrorism measures at the 
LaSalle Gate which are intended to comply with recently revised Department of Defense 
Force Protection requirements.  The purpose of the Proposed Action is 1) to address the 
frequent backlog of visitors waiting to enter the base and 2) to enhance force protection at 
the LaSalle Gate.  
 
The Draft EA and Draft Finding of No Significant Impact/Finding of No Practicable 
Alternative were made available for public review and comment beginning 8 April 2005 
at the following libraries: 
 
 Poquoson Public Library  500 City Hall Avenue, Poquoson 
 Hampton Public Library  4207 Victoria Boulevard, Hampton 
 York County Library   100 Long Green Boulevard, Yorktown 
 Bateman Library   42 Ash Avenue, Langley AFB 
 
To request further information, please contact Matt Goss at the address below by 11 May 
2005.  Written comments should be mailed to: 
 

1 CES/CEVQA 
37 Sweeney Blvd. 

Langley AFB, VA  23665 
ATTN:  Matt Goss 

 
For additional details call 1st Fighter Wing Public Affairs at 764-2018. 

 
Figure B-3.  Press Release for Public Comment on the LaSalle Gate EA 
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3.0 Comments and Responses to Comments 
 
Comments were received from two parties. Consolidated comments from the Virginia 
Department of Environmental Quality (VDEQ) that reflect comments from various 
agencies within the VDEQ and the Division of Chesapeake Bay Local Assistance 
(DCBLA) offering an alternative design for the force protection measures needed at the 
LaSalle Gate. The comments, and Air Force response to those comments, are provided 
below. 
 
3.1 Consolidated Comments from VDEQ 
 
VDEQ requires that multiple copies of draft EAs be submitted by the Air Force so that 
many offices within the organization can concurrently review the document. The 
comments submitted to the Air Force were lengthy since each office’s correspondence 
was included. Many of the reviewing offices had the same comment so rather than 
including the 37-page comment package here, we have summarized them below.   
 
The vast majority of commentary coming from VDEQ was in the form of reiterating a 
particular office’s area of expertise and the associated requirements that they enforce. For 
example, the Waste Division stated that solid and hazardous waste issues were addressed 
adequately in the report but went on to discuss the waste generator status of the base, 
listed the regulatory citations under which solid and hazardous waste generated during 
the project is subject, reminded the reader that asbestos may be present in the buildings 
being demolished and reiterated the value of pollution prevention.  This sort of discussion 
is appreciated, noted, and generally already known to Langley AFB. 
 
The comments that have direct bearing on the Draft EA for the LaSalle Gate Force 
Protection Measures and the Air Force responses are as follows: 
 
Comment: The scale of Figure 2-1, the only figure depicting the proximity of the 
proposed construction to nearby wetlands, is not adequate. It is not possible to confirm 
that only the 100-foot riparian buffer is impacted and not the actual wetlands. 
 
Response: The Air Force agrees that additional and better figures are warranted. The 
aerial view of Figure 2-1 has been reduced thereby enlarging the size of the features that 
are shown. Also, the method for identifying the delineated wetlands (the delineation is 
considered a “very good” representation by John Evans of the Norfolk USACE office) is 
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now translucent so that the reader may see the land underneath.  The layout plan, civil 
engineering drawings, has been added as another figure in the EA. The layout plan shows 
details such as the dimensions of the proposed new features as well as existing buildings 
and topography. These figures confirm that while the buffer zone is clearly impacted the 
delineated wetlands begin beyond the proposed new parking area. 
 
Comment: The impact of the temporary closure of the LaSalle Gate on surrounding 
transportation systems is not adequately discussed. A traffic study was not conducted. 
 
Response: The Air Force has stated in the subject EA and in previous EAs related to the 
improvements at the King and West Gates that the majority of traffic associated with the 
base uses the West Gate.  The King Street Gate improvements have been completed 
which enables this entrance to process more cars than it had in the past. The West Gate 
improvements will be completed before the LaSalle Gate construction would begin. The 
West Gate would then return to its previous status as the primary gate in terms of volume, 
and would be able to process a greater volume of vehicles, including the commercial 
vehicle traffic which previously used the La Salle Gate.   
 
A traffic study was conducted in July 2003 for the West Gate project. Data from that 
study shows that under pre-improvement conditions the West Gate already managed 
significantly more vehicles than the LaSalle Gate, apparent volumes at the LaSalle Gate 
during the West Gate construction activities are artificially high because of absorbing 
some of the West Gate traffic. Additionally, the traffic study showed that the King Street 
Gate was quite under utilized and certainly would be available to absorb a portion of the 
displaced LaSalle Gate users. At the time the study was conducted, the West Gate 
provided access to approximately 45% of the vehicles entering the base, while the 
LaSalle and King Street gates provided access to approximately 27% and 8% 
respectively.  
 
Comment: The EA’s Summary of Potential Impacts of the Proposed Action and 
Alternative table does not define the criteria for the ratings used in the table. 
 
Response: Below the table, the “-“, “0”, and “+” designations are defined as representing 
“an adverse, but not significant impact”, “a neutral effect”, and “a positive effect” 
respectively. Further, in the text that precedes the table, the issue areas for which the “-“ 
rating was assigned are identified and the following text is included: 



 

FINAL B-8 

 
 “In the table below Land Use, Water Quality and Coastal Zone, Wetlands and 
Floodplains are all given a “-“ rating. The Proposed Action would encroach upon 
approximately 0.84 acre of base open space; would substantially increase the amount of 
paved area in the vicinity of tidal wetlands; and would strain wetland buffer 
requirements, but avoid direct impact on nearby wetlands.” 
 
The adverse, but not significant impact on these issue areas, as well as the neutral effect 
of the Proposed Action on issue areas such as Air Quality or Biological Resources is the 
subject of the EA document itself and is explained section 4.0 of the document.  
 
Comment: General concern was expressed regarding the increase in impervious surfaces 
and the storm water management issues that such conditions create.  
 
Response:  Langley AFB is completely aware of its responsibilities as an installation 
located and operating within the areas protected by the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act. 
As such, the base works to ensure that plans are developed that result in the least impact 
possible while at the same time ensuring the mission of the base can be carried out. As 
stated in the VDEQ comment package, there are various methods and technologies that 
can be employed to slow and reduce storm water run-off, and the base will utilize these 
methods to the extent that they can be used within other constraints presented by the 
Proposed Action’s purpose and location. 
 
3.2 Comment from the Division of  Chesapeake Bay Local Assistance  
 
Mentioned in the consolidated comment from VDEQ, the DCBLA comment was sent to 
Langley AFB under separate cover and is provided below. 
 
Comment: Sketches providing an alternative design for the improvements to the LaSalle 
Gate were submitted by DCBLA. 
 
Response: The sketches submitted, and provided below as figures B-4 and B-5, move the 
project to the north and west in order to pull back the portion of the parking lot that 
would overlap with the 100-foot buffer area.  While this looks good on paper it is not 
workable for a number of reasons. 
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First, the movement of the Gate to the north, brings it deeper into the base and too close 
to the new Operations Control Center Building, violating the clear zone requirements in 
the Antiterrorism Unified Facility Criteria.  
 
Second, locating the roundabout closer to Elm Street would cause the automatic pop-up 
barriers to be even closer to the gate house than in the proposed design.  Barriers need to 
be located as far from the gate house as possible as the increased length gives the gate 
guards more time to activate the barriers to stop a gate runner. 
 
Third, the proposed design creates a bend in the roadway which would inhibit the field of 
view for gate guards limiting their ability to detect approaching threats. 
 
Fourth, the sketches do not represent the Visitor Reception Center and associated parking 
area as meeting the square footage requirement needed for the amount of people who 
would travel through and work in this building on a daily basis.  
 
Fifth, utilizing less of the existing roadway would result in increased consumption of 
open space for the new road and would significantly increase the cost of the project. 
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Figure B-4.  DCBLA Proposed Revisions to LaSalle Gate Force Protection Measures 
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Figure B-5.  DCBLA Proposed Revisions with Delineated Wetland Area Shown 
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1.0 Introduction 
 
Appendix C explains the software used to calculate most of the emissions that may be generated 
by this project, and states the assumptions used to formulate user inputs for the model.  It also 
explains those emission calculations which were not included in the model. 
 
The Air Force Air Conformity Applicability Model (ACAM) was used to determine most of the 
air emissions related to the gate improvement project.  This program was developed for the Air 
Force Center for Environmental Excellence (AFCEE) for the purpose of performing air 
conformity applicability analysis for proposed Air Force actions based on limited user input 
requirements.  Emissions generated from road striping and clearing and grubbing of land were 
not included in ACAM, therefore engineering estimates were performed. 
 
ACAM uses emission factors derived from EPA’s Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission 
Factors, Stationary Point and Area Sources (AP-42) when calculating emissions from sources 
except where otherwise noted, and references Air Emissions Inventories at Air Force 
Installations in order to determine total facility emissions and determine whether construction 
activities may trigger general conformity regulations. 
 
 
2.0 Emission Estimates Using ACAM 
 
2.1 Demolition 
 
Two structures, the visitor building and guard shack, would be demolished at the LaSalle Gate.  
ACAM calculates demolition emissions based on duration of demolition and building 
dimensions.  According to architectural drawings of the site, the Visitor Reception Center’s 
dimensions are estimated at 15 feet by 21 feet.  The Guard Shack is approximately 19 feet by 22 
feet.  No height was given in the drawings; therefore it was assumed that the height of the 
buildings is approximately 12 feet.  Figure C-1 provides a view of the user input values as 
entered into ACAM. 
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Figure C-1.  ACAM User Input Values for Demolition of Current Visitor Reception Center 
and Guard Shack at the LaSalle Gate. 

 
2.2 Construction 
 
Several new structures are proposed for construction at LaSalle Gate, including a Visitor 
Reception Center and a Guard House.  Construction emissions were calculated in ACAM based 
on building dimensions, construction duration, and dust controls.  Dimensions were taken from 
design schematics, and dust controls were conservatively assumed to be non-existent.  
Construction information is given in Figures C-2 and C-3.   
 

 
 

Figure C-2.  New Guard House User Input Values 
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Figure C-3.  New Visitor Reception Center User Input Values 
 
Included in construction total emission calculations are emissions from grading operations, 
construction worker trips, stationary equipment (generators, saws, etc), mobile equipment 
(forklifts, dump trucks, etc), grading, architectural coating, and asphalt paving.  (See ACAM 
Technical Document, in reference list, for emission factors and formulas.) 
 
2.3 Emergency Generator 
 
A 45 kW emergency generator would be placed at the gate.  Based on a weekly usage rate of one 
hour and a fuel consumption of 3.4 gallons per hour of diesel fuel, a throughput of 177 hours was 
assumed.  Figure C-4 displays the user input values entered into ACAM. 
 

 
 

Figure C-4.  Emergency Generator User Input Values 
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2.4 ACAM Total Emissions 
 
ACAM provides a summary table of emissions by source and individual construction activity.  
Figure C-5 shows this information. 
 
 Source Category Emissions, Tons/Year 
  CO NOX SO2 VOC PM10 
Area Sources           
Demolition 0 0 0 0 0.19
Other Phase I Const. - Grading 
Equip. 0.01 0.05 0 0 0
Other Phase I Const. - Grading Ops. 0 0 0 0 1.34
Other Phase II Const. - Mobile 
Equip. 0.21 0.51 0.06 0.05 0.04
Other Phase II Const. - Non-Res. 
Arch. Ctgs. 0 0 0 0.06 0
Other Phase II Const. - Stationary 
Equip. 1.44 0.04 0 0.05 0
Other Phase II Const. - Workers 
Trips 0.03 0 0 0 0
Total 1.69 0.59 0.07 0.17 1.57
Point Sources           
Emergency Generators 0.01 0.04 0 0 0
Total 0.01 0.04 0 0 0
Grand Total 1.71 0.63 0.07 0.18 1.57

 
Figure C-5.  ACAM Emissions Summary 

 
 
3.0 Engineering Estimate 
 
One other potential emission source was taken into account in calculating total emissions for the 
Proposed Action but was not accounted for in ACAM.  An engineering estimate was made based 
on the available information. 
 
3.1 Road Striping 
 
Based on architectural and engineering schematics, approximately 0.53 miles of striping would 
be painted at the LaSalle Gate.  VOC emissions from road striping were determined using an 
emission factor found in the Air Force document, Air Emissions Inventory Guidance Document 
for Stationary Sources at Air Force Installations (IERA).  The formula for emissions is: 
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Inventory Area VOC Emissions  = Emission Factor * Traffic Lane 

         from Traffic Paints      (lb/lane mile)  Miles Painted, 
 
where a mile refers to one 4-inch wide stripe that is one mile long.  Figure C-6 displays road 
striping emissions information. 
 

Emission 
Factor (lb/lane 

mile) 

Traffic Lane 
Miles 

Painted 

VOC 
Emissions 

(tpy) 
52 0.53 0.01378 

 
 Figure C-6.  VOC Emissions for Road Striping 
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The following statement is provided to support a Coastal Consistency Determination required 
under the Virginia Coastal Resources Management Program (VCP): 
 
Virginia’s Coastal Zone Management Area includes Langley Air Force Base (LAFB), located in 
Hampton, Virginia. The land areas in the Proposed Action, which is the subject of the attached 
Environmental Assessment, are within LAFB. Although Federal lands are excluded from 
Virginia’s costal zone management area, activities on Federal lands that may affect Virginia’s 
coastal resources or uses must be consistent with the VCP.  
 
There are nine enforceable programs included under the VCP.  Seven of these programs are not 
applicable to the Proposed Action for improvements to the LaSalle Gate at LAFB. Specifically, 
the following programs are not triggered:  
 

- Fisheries Management; 
- Subaqueous Lands Management; 
- Dunes Management; 
- Point Source Pollution Control; 
- Shoreline Sanitation;  
- Air Pollution Control; and,  
- Costal Lands Management. 

 
The remaining two programs are applicable to the Proposed Action, they are: 
 

- Wetlands Management; and, 
- Non-Point Source Pollution Control. 

 
Steps would be taken during the implementation of the Proposed Action to be consistent to the 
maximum extent possible with the two regulatory programs identified above. The following 
activities would be carried out: 
 
Wetlands Management – Due to the encroachment on the 100-foot buffer area around the nearby 
wetlands, extreme care would be taken in maintaining the greatest distance possible from the 
wetlands during construction and should any temporary disturbance occur the wetland would be 
restored to its pre-construction state. 
 
Non-Point Source Pollution Control – Approximately .84 acre of open space would be paved 
over to accommodate the Proposed Action. Run off and erosion control measures that are 
designed in accordance with the current edition of the Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control 
Handbook would be used throughout the duration of the project. Drainage for the complex would 
be collected and allowed to drain slowly into the low lying area east of the site. 
 
 
 

 




